Introduction accumulated and negatively correlate with performance under pressure (Maxwell 26 et al., 2006; Poolton, Maxwell, & Masters, 2004) . 27 Development of the MSRS revealed two factors, suggesting that 28 movement specific reinvestment represents two different dimensions of conscious 29 processing. Conscious motor processing reflects a tendency to consciously control 30 the mechanics of movements, whereas movement self-consciousness reflects a 31 tendency to monitor 'style' of movement (Masters et al., 2005) . It has been 32 proposed that movement self-consciousness describes conscious monitoring 33 (conscious attention is directed to movements without an intention to control 34 movements) and conscious motor processing describes conscious control 35 (Malhotra, Poolton, Wilson, Omuro, & Masters, 2015) . Jackson et al. (2006) golfer might monitor a certain aspect of movement (e.g., pay attention to the 40 putter face angle), but following a missed putt she/he might attempt to control this 41 aspect of the movement during subsequent putts (e.g., consciously attempt to keep control occur. Malhotra, Poolton, Wilson, Fan, and Masters (2014) , for example,
48
found that movement self-consciousness was positively associated with 49 completion times of a relatively less demanding laparoscopic task 1 during 50 practice. On a more demanding laparoscopic task 2 (cross-handed laparoscopy), 51 however, conscious motor processing was positively associated with completion 52 times. Additionally, Malhotra et al. (2015) found that when task demands were 53 higher, in early-practice, both movement self-consciousness and conscious motor 54 processing were positively associated with performance. However, later in 55 practice when the task was presumably less demanding, movement self- performance. It was argued that a higher propensity for movement self-61 consciousness potentially conferred superior ability to utilize exteroceptive and 62 kinesthetic feedback to assess the discrepancy between actual and desired levels 63 of performance (Schmidt, 2008) , whereas, a higher propensity for conscious 64 motor processing conferred superior ability to adapt movements to achieve 65 success.
66
One factor that could determine whether movement self-consciousness 67 will positively (Malhotra et al., 2015) or negatively (Malhotra et al., 2014) impact 68 performance is the situational context. Participants in the Malhotra et al. (2014) 69 study were medical students who may have placed high importance on looking 70 like a surgeon when performing the laparoscopic task, and thus performed slower 71 1 Laparoscopy is a minimally invasive surgical procedure that requires the insertion of surgical instruments through small incisions in the relevant area of the patient's body (Hunter & Sackier, 1993) .
2 Performance of the cross-handed laparoscopic surgery task was perceived as more mentally and physically demanding (measured using the SURG-TLX scale; Wilson et al. (2011) (Malhotra et al., 2015; Pelz, 2000; Sim & Kim, 2010) .
Overall, psychological pressure induced by the high-anxiety condition was 114 expected to heighten levels of perceived anxiety and result in impaired 115 performance. However, both Processing Efficiency Theory (PET) (Eysenck & 116 3 Although recent research has discussed whether movement variability is functional or dysfunctional for performance (Bradshaw et al., 2009; Land & Tenenbaum, 2012; Lohse, Sherwood, & Healy, 2010) , this is an issue that is beyond the scope of the current paper. Calvo, 1992) Portions of the data (learning trials) were used in a previous study (Malhotra et al., 2015) & Cronbach's α = 0.71).
178

Effort
179
The NASA Task Load Index (NASA-TLX) is a multi-dimensional scale that has 180 been used to measure workload in human factors research (Hart & Staveland, 181 1988 
256
Descriptive data and Pearson's correlation coefficients between MS-C,
257
CMP and putting proficiency and kinematic measures are presented in Table 1 . 
265
Given that the only significant correlations were between the MS-C 266 dimension of movement specific reinvestment, and putting proficiency and SD 267 impact velocity, multiple regressions were only carried out for these variables.
268 Table 2 presents the model statistics, beta coefficients, t statistics and squared and SD impact velocity from MS-C and CMP during the low-anxiety condition.
271
The overall multiple regression model for predicting putting proficiency in the 272 low-anxiety condition explained 20.2% of the variance, F(2, 27) = 3.42 p = .047
273
(see Table 2a ). MS-C made a significant contribution to the model and uniquely 274 explained 17.6 % of variance in putting proficiency, t(27) = 2.44, p = .021. Higher 275 scores on the MS-C subscale were associated with greater putting proficiency.
276
CMP made no significant contribution to the model, t(27) = -0.65 , p = .519. The 277 overall multiple regression model for predicting SD impact velocity in the low-
278
anxiety condition was not significant, F(2, 27) = 3.01 p = .117 (see Table 2b ).
279
Discussion
280
In line with previous studies, our experimental manipulation raised levels of predictions, previous studies have found that anxiety doesn't always impair 286 putting performance (Cooke et al., 2011; Mullen & Hardy, 2000 feedback to assess current states of performance (Malhotra et al., 2015) .
295
Conscious motor processing was not associated with performance under low-
296
anxiety conditions. This is not surprising, given that reinvesting task relevant 297 knowledge in the control of movements (i.e., conscious motor processing) is more 298 likely to occur in situations that raise performance demands (for a list of 299 contingencies that can cause reinvestment, see , rather 300 than in neutral situations (i.e., the low-anxiety condition in our study).
301
Demanding contexts that emphasize the need to perform well are expected 302 to evoke conscious control of movements (Huffman et al., 2009 ), but our findings 303 revealed that conscious motor processing was not associated with putting 304 proficiency or movement variability during the high-anxiety conditions. The
305
Theory of Reinvestment argues that anxiety 306 provoking situations have potential to evoke conscious control of movements,
307
which inadvertently leads to 'deautomatization' of the movement. Thus, the effect 308 of conscious motor processing is more prominent for skills that are at least 309 partially automated (Deikman, 1966; Ford, Williams, & Hodges, 2005) .
310
Participants in our study might not have had partially automated movements.
311
However, given that previous studies (Maxwell et al., 2006) of tones presented, they were asked to perform the task again. None of the 407 participants needed more than two practice trials.
408
Data analysis
409
Balance performance under single-and dual-task-conditions was compared using and ACT (Eysenck, 1992; Eysenck et al., 2007) conscious processing (Edwards et al., 2002; Eysenck et al., 2007) demanding process (Buszard et al., 2013; Lam et al., 2010) performers to anxiety provoking conditions (Baumeister, 1984 (Weinberg & Hunt, 1976) .
547
While previous research has shown that conscious control of movements 548 can potentially impair skilled performance (Beilock, Carr, MacMahon, & Starkes, 549 2002; Gray, 2004; Masters et al., 1993; Maxwell et al., 2006) 
